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ABSTRACT 

This report describes a study designed to identify 
the informational and procedural items that school administrators 
believe to be useful in the selection of teachers for public school 
systems. The subjects for the study consisted of a panel of 11 
personnel administration experts and 66 Louisiana public school 
personnel directors. A questionnaire was used to secure the data 
which were quantified according to a 5-point rating scale; and the 
analysis of variance was used for testing the significance of 
difference. Where a significant F-score resulted, the "t" technique 
was applied to determine the level of the difference. The study 
findings revealed that (1) 19 informational items were considered to 
be from very important to essential, 27 items to be from important to 
very important, 19 items to be from little importance to important, 
and six items of little or no importance in the selection of 
teachers; (2) 12 procedural items were considered to be from very 
important to essential, nine from important to very important, and 
seven from little importance to important; and (3) school districts 
in revising or updating their teacher selection programs should adopt 
the findings of this study in their local situations. (Author) 
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practical fields as navigation, accounting, and the modem foreign 
languages to prepare the students for the world of trade and business • 
During the era of the academies, the local school officials set their 
own standards and employed whom they desired. Many cf the teachers 
had only an elementary education, while others had attended an academy 
and received the benefit of a secondary education (Davis, 1966:12-20). 

When mass education became the accompaniment of the democratic 
movement, it brought with it one of education's most significant as 
well as difficult problems, the task of providing a sufficient number 
of teachers. Often teachers were appointed with little regard for 
their qualifications because of the great demand (Cubberley, 1920:446). 

To safeguard against incompetent teachers and to protect the 
rights and welfare of its citizens, state boards of education introduced 
certification requirements which were thought to be more desirable in 
the selection of competent teachers than local examinations. Vfhen 
certification requirements became law, they were used as specifications 
for the curricula of institutions of higher learning and served as 
criteria for the selection of teachers (Y eager, 1954:43-45). 

The various types of teacher's certificates, their requirements 
and the qualifications needed for renewal, are regulated by law or by 
state educational authority. Many educational leaders have expressed 
the opinion that these regulations and practices have promoted 
desirable standards within the profession by attracting bright and 
able young people, and by encouraging professional growth and develop- 
ment on the part of the teachers already in service (Davis, 1966:271). 

During the last seventy years, the ratio between supply and 
demand of teachers fluctuated and the criteria used in the selection 



materials devised to aid in the gathering of information used in the 
selection of teachers, 

B, Procedural Item > This term is used to designate the 
course of action followed by the school systems in the selection of 
teachers. 

C, Public School System , This term refers to any one of the 
sixty- four parish and two city school systems in Louisiana that are 
responsible for the administration and control of schools established 
under the provisions of the laws of the State of Louisiana. 

D, Personnel Director , The term denotes the person or persons 
within the public school system whose responsibility it is to gather 
information and make recoiranendatioas concerning the selection of 
prospective teachers, 

IV. Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were utilized in this study: 

A, There are no significant differences in the opinions of 
personnel directors and a panel of experts as to the importance of 
each of the seventy-one items of information that may be used in the 
evaluation of prospective teachers, 

B, There are no significant differences with respect to the 
hierarchy of the informational items utilized by the personnel 
directors in the selection of teachers • 

C, Personnel directors indicate that there are no significant 
differences in importance of eight categories of informational items 
in the evaluation of teacher candidates for positions in the public 
school systems of Louisiana, 
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I). There are no significant differences in the importance of 
the iufomntional items in the eight categories which may be utilized 
in the selection of teachers by personnel directors. 

E. There are no significant differences in the opinions of 
personnel directors and a panel of experts as to the relative importance 
of the t\^enty-eight procedural items which may be utilized in the 
selection of teachers, 

F. Personnel directors indicate that there are no significant 
differences with respect to the importance of the procedural items 
which may be utilized in the selection of teachers. 

G. Personnel directors indicate that there are no significant 
differences in the importance of the three categories of procedural 
items which may be utilized in the selection of teachers. 

H. There are no significant differences in the importance of 
the procedural items in the three categories that may be utilized in 
the selection of teachers by personnel directors. 



The fact that large numbers of applicants are now, and will 
for the forseeable future continue to be, competing for teaching 
positions, makes imperative establishment by all school systems of 
valid criteria which will assure the selection of the most competent 
teachers from among those who are available. 

Good instruction depends upon competent teachers and the 
selection of competent teachers depends upon the information and 
procedures used by the school system in the securing and maintaining 
of good teachers. Further, mounting educational needs of children 



V. Value of the Study 
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make increasing demands on tho intelligence, culture, social insight, 
professional preparation and personality of teachers. School 
administrative officials must use every feasible means of supplementing 
applicants college records with other information in order that the 
teacher best qualified for the position may be employed. Each teacher 
appointment in a school system represents a potential gain or loss to 
the system in terms of goal accomplishment. 

The manner in which the tenure laws of the state operate makes 
dismissal of tenured teachers very difficult, and reemphasizes the 
importance of the teacher selection process. 

The specific significance of this study is determined by the 
particular informational items and procedures used in the selection 
of teachers and by the fact that selection decisions are based on this 
information. This study will also provide the administrator, teacher, 
and board member with the most frequently used informational items, 
and procedures utilized In the selection of prospective teachers and 
will seek new answers to fit the new times in the selection of teachers. 

VI. Source of Data 

Data for this study were secured by means of a questionnaire 
submitted to the Personnel Directors within each public school system 
and by means of an interview. Conferences were held with the Director 
of Personnel in selected school systems to review and validate the 
questionnaire. Materials and forms used by the school systems in 
the selection of teachers were also obtained and analyzed. 
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Article VI, Clause 2, of the United States Constitution (1789) 

reads: 

This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which 
shall be made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or 
which shall be made, under the Authority of the United States, 
shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every 
State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the constitution or 
Law of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding. 

According to the Tenth Amendment (1789) "the powers not 
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by 
it to the states, are reserved to the states respectively, or to the 
people." Although public education is a matter left to the states, 
with few exceptions, such as special schools for the handicapped and 
for delinquents, state governments do not directly operate the public 
schools. Operation of schools has been largely delegated by state 
governments to local governmental units. 

The Constitution of the State of Louisiana, 1921, as amended, 
and Acts of the Legislature, are the sources of school law in Louisiana. 
Article XII of the Constitution of the State of Louisiana (1921) 
delegates the responsibility of education to the parish and city school 
boards and sets up the State Board of Education as a supervisory and 
regulatory authority over public schools. 

The State Board of Education has specific constitutional 
authority to prescribe the qualifications of teachers and to provide 
for the certification of teachers in elementary, secondary, trade, 
normal, and institutions of higher learning. 

The general school law (Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, 
17:81) which deals with the general powers of local school boards 
reads as follows: 
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In 1927, the Supreme Court in another decision written by 
Chief Justice Taft unequivocably reaffirmed the validity of the 
"separate but equal" doctrine ( Gong Lum vs, Rice > 1927). 

B'rom 1938 to 1953 , multifarious cases Wv^re brought to compel 
admission of Negroes as students to graduate schools. They were: 
Missouri ex rel Gaines vs. Canada^ Registrar of the University of 
Missouri (1938) ; Sipuel vs. Board of Regents of the University of 
Oklahoma (1948) ; McLaurin vs. Oklahoma State Regents of Higher 
Education (1950); and Sweatt vs. Painter (1950). 

In the Gaines Case (1938), the Court's attitude toward 
educational segregation began to hax'den and the ultimate condemnation 
of separate education seemed to be foretold. 

The principle that equal facilities must be provided by and 
within the state for both races at the graduate level was established 
by tha Sipuel Case (1948). 

The McLaurin Case (1950) attacked the validity of requiring 
a Negro to sit in a special section of the classroom and separate 
from whites in other facilities of the University of Oklahoma. 

In the Sweatt Case (1950), decided on the same day as the 
McLaurin Case, the Court defined what constituted "equal" facilities. 
The Court seated that the establishment of a separate school for 
Negroes, comparable in physical facilities to the school for members 
of the w^ite race, would not of necessity constitute an equal opportunity. 

The court decision in this case was the first to recognize the 
inadequacy of the Negro schools and quality of educational processes 
provided the students by it. 
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to obtain voluntary teacher transfers and if necessary would adopt 
additional means for descgretating faculties. 

In Singleton (1969), supra , the Court directed the reassignment 
of teachers and other staff so that the ratio of white to Negro 
teachers and staff in each school would approximate the ratio of 
white to Negro teachers and staff in the system as a whole. 

The Singleton Decree, in paragraphs two and three, Is quoted as 

follows: 

2. Staff members who work directly with children, and 
professioridl staff who work on the administrative level will 
be hired; assignedj. promoted, paid, demoted, dismissed, and 
otherwise treated without regard to race, color, or national 
origin. 

3. If there is to be a reduction in the number of 
principals, teachers, teacher-aides, or other professional 
staff employed by the school district which will result in a 
dismissal or demotion of any such staff members, the staff 
member to be dismissed or demoted must be selected on the 
basis of objective and reasonable non-discriminatory 
standards from among all the staff of the district. In 
addition, if there any such dismissal or demotion, no 
staff vacancy may filled through recruitment of a person 
of a race, color, or national origin different from that of 
the Individual dismissed or demoted, until each displaced 
staff member who is qualified has had an opportunity to fill 
the vacancy and has failed to accept an offer to do so. 

The Court directed the school districts, to the extent necessary 
to carry our this desegregation plan, to direct members of its staff 
as a condition to continued employment to accept new assignments. 
This was to be done no later than February 1, 1970. 

The Singleton requirement did not contemplate freezing the 
faculty ratio which is present when faculty desegregation takes place 
in the system. It contemplated rather that faculty desegregation would 
be accomplished by invoking the system-wide ratio as a rule for each 
particular school in the system. After a unitary system has been 
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of administrative policies: geographic limitations, the extent of 
position descriptions, the use of teacher examinations, and 
qualifications considerations, 

Gremillion (1965) found that the most widely employed methods 
of recruiting teachers were through applications filed voluntarily by 
the candidates and through names obtained from placement bureaus in 
colleges and universities. Personal interviews were held by all the 
school systems in the selection of applicants and were largely the 
responsibility of the superintendent. He found forty-eight percent 
of the school boards had no residence requirements; however, thirty- 
eight percent of the school boards gave perference to the resic'ents 
of the parish and state. 

Lowe (1971) surveyed twenty-five business teachers in Illinois 
about their recent interviewing experiences. Sixty-four percent 
indicated that they were interviewed by more than one official before 
a contract was offered by the system. Forty-four percent of the 
participants indicated they had learned of the position vacancies 
through the placement office in colleges and universities. 

Methods Used in Selection 

The selection decision depends upon the selection method used. 
Methods for assessing the applicants' qualifications vary from one 
extreme on a continuum to the other. 

Scott (1964:89-99) compared a clinical method for the selection 
of teachers to the actuarial method. The clinical approach is based 
on the assumption that both the individuals and the job are too complex 
to be adequately investigated. Basic to this assumption is the idea 
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that there are many different teaching approaches and classroom 
interaction processes which lead to comparable end results. The 
actuarial method is that the position to be filled forces a careful 
search for different dimensions of teaching success. Predictor 
variables and criterion measures are then used in the selection of 
teachers. 

Toops (1945) outlined five methods to be followed in the 
selection of teachers. The methods are: 

1. The suramation-of-characteristic-scores method. By this 
method bits of infonnation are grouped according to the char- 
acteristic to which it is believed they relate. 

2. The successive hurdle method. The successive hurdle 
method is especially useful if validity coefficients for the 
position have been determined. Then successive hurdles are 
applied in descending order of their validity until the 
desired number of applicants remain. 

3. The precise profile method. This method is used when 
certain levels of the characteristics and qualities evaluated 
are deemed essential for success on the job, so that if the 
applicant does not have precisely the skill-patterned, or 
profile, he should not be considered. 

4. The minimum divergence from desired profile method. By 
this method every candidate is compared with the ideal profile, 
and a measure of his disparity from that profile is obtained. 
The top candid-ate is the one with the minimum divergence. 

5. The predominant or outstanding merit method. Each 
candidate is screened for predominant or outstanding character- 
istics or qualities. This method gives unusual weight in 
selection to those persons who possess unusual excellence in 
more than one characteristic. 

Di Pasquale (1970), in a resur.e, stated that all decisions 
affecting teacher selection, employment, and retention should be a 
team judgement. The team would consist of parents, minority groups, 
professionals, and, where feasible, students. 

Chandler (1955) said it was necessary that the administrator 
share his responsibility for selection with other staff members. He 
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suggested that policies provide for staff participation in selection, 
that the superintendent nominate the candidates chosen, and that the 
board of education employ upon the recommendation of the superintendent. 

The role of the selection process in the total personnel 
program is such that it demands the constant attention of administrative 
officials if it is to function effectively. Administrators should make 
use of all those procedures and practices which are found to be useful 
in the selection of teachers. 

Criteria Related to Teacher Selection 

Many authorities agree that no one factor should be considered 
when evaluating applicants ?ov teaching positions, rather that teacher 
selection should be determined by s<iveral factors, 

Monroe (1950) asserted that of the factors related to the 
selection of teachers only four are indicated as being important. 
These are intelligence, scholarship, personality, and scores earned 
on professional information and subject matter tests, 

Ellsbree and Reutter (1954:57-63) listed the following 
criteria for evaluation of prospective teachers: 

1, Personal and social characteristics: age; appearance; 
personal adjustment, and emotional stability; social adjustment; 
sense of humor; friendliness; a certain amount of aggressive- 
ness; organization of the personality; voice and speech; 
posture and self confidence. 

2, Intellectual abilities: ability to understand and 
express ideas; judgement; good reasonings, and good English, 

3, Background: general cultural knowledge; professional 
knowledge; knowledge of world problems; special competence in 
the chosen field; and special aptitudes such as abilities to 
supervise athletics and extracurricular activities. 
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minus fifty points, a certified teacher with no degree and a non- 
certified teacher with a degree received no points, A certified 
teacher teaching out of the area of certification received fifty 
points. A certified teacher with a Bachelor's Degree teaching in an 
area of certification received one hundred points if his grade average 
were from 2,00 to 2,49, one hundred fifty points if his grade average 
were 2,50 to 2,99, two hundred points if his grade average were 3,00 
to 3,49, two hundred fifty points if his grade average were 3,50 to 
4,00, Additional points were given if the teacher had a master's 
degree or above • 

The commons section of the National Teacher Examinations was 
justified as a standard evaluation instrument and the teacher was 
assigned points according to his score on the test,, a score of 499 
or above received one hundred points, a score from five hundred 
through 599 received one hundred points, a score from six hundred 
through 659 received two hundred points, and a score of 660 or above 
received two hundred fifty points. 

The personal interview, conducted by the school system's 
regular employment personnel, would yield a maximum score of one 
hundred points. This professional evaluation would be based upon an 
effectively structured instrument. 

The professional and character references would also carry a 
maximum of one hundred points. 

After points were assigned, the four criteria would be 
weighted as follows: professional preparation and standardized 
instrument points would be multiplied* by four; the points received on 
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the personal interview by three; and professional and character 
references by two (Louisiana Teachers' Association, 1971), 



Teacher Effectiveness 

Review of literature conducted to ascertain the characteristics 
or combination of characteristics that are closely associated with 
teacher competency reveals that in most cases the relationships 
between the teacher characteristics studied and measures of teacher 
effectiveness were nonexistent, low, or disparate* 

Although there are no definite objective measurements for 
teacher effectiveness, characteristics have been identified as being 
related to subjective judgments of teaching ability. 

Lykken and Rose (1962) identified subgroups of differentially 
predictable persons. Using the Actuarial Pattern Analysis Method and 
configural scoring, they divided the variables into subgroups, and 
calculated the separate coefficients for each subgroup, 

Ghiselli and Haire (1960) reported research giving evidence 
that the validity coefficients of various selection tests for different 
criteria vary over time. They concluded that "the practice of using 
performance data obtained during an intitial period and letting it 
stand for total performance completely ignores the dynamic character 
of the criterion and changes that are taking place in the worker's 
performance," 

Cuban (1970) measured teacher effectiveness in terms of the 
impact of teacher behavior on the cognitive and affective behavior of 
the student. 
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Ryans (1960b) in his brief on research studies, indicated that 
the probable variables related to teacher effectiveness included 
measured intellectual abilities, achievement in college courser., 
general cultural and special subject matter knowledge, professional 
information, student teaching marks, emotional adjustment, attitudes 
favorable to students, generosity in appraisals, strong nterest in 
reading and literary matters, interest in music and painting, 
participation in social and community affairs, and participation in 
avocational activities, 

Ryans (1960) considered teachix^ effectiveness as related to 
the marital status of teachers* He found that correlations between 
marital status and effectivness vary in terms of the criterion used 
but a general pattern was discernible* In the elementary grades, 
married or divorced teachers appeared to be superior to single or 
widowed teachers* 

Buley (1950) indicated that a highly desirable attribute for 
a school system was origin of at least half of the staff outside of 
the state. A dichotomy was established for this factor and the 
applicant was either bom within or outside the state. His study also 
indicated that teaching staffs with the highest proportion of teachers 
who had completed courses in three or more subject areas tended to score 
higher on the staff quality criterion. 

Barr (1961) showed the. overall grade point average to be a 
reliable predictor of effectiveness in his study. He concluded that 
an average in excess of C+ appears to be essential. He also indicated 
that principals and supervisors most often rated as superior those 
teachers who earned an A in student teaching. 
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Slczak (1059) used the number of graduate hours completed by 
applicants as a possible predictor of teacher effectiveness. He 
found an advanced degree In administration was one of the five best 
predictors of teacher success. 

Turner (1964) Indicated teachers who had attended higher 
Institutions of 1,000, or larger, enrollment scored significantly 
higher on the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Survey, and showed signifi- 
cantly greater growth In teaching ability between the first and third 
years of teaching. However, after three years of teaching experience, 
teachers from schools of under 1,000 students showed no Increase In 
teaching ability over that shown by student-teacher grades. 

Although the nature and extent of the significance of 
situational factors have not been entirely verified by empirical 
evidence, studies which have been completed tend to support various 
criteria for predicting teacher effectiveness. 

Knox (1956) found certain categories of the environment which 
appeared to be closely related to efficiency in teaching. They were 
instructional materials, the students, the faculty, and the school 
organization. 

Kleinman (1960) found in a study of situational factors 
regarding teacher satisfaction that the degree of a teacher's knowledge 
of situational factors prior to accepting a teaching position was 
positively related to the degree of teacher satisfaction. 

Dixon (1948:11-14) pointed out that the kinds of teachers to 
be selected depend upon the kinds of schools that districts wished to 
develop. She mentioned that the props ective appointee should understand 
fully the basic philosophy of the school system. 
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Combs and Soper conducted research with good and poor teachers 
to determine if the good teachers had greater insight into the 
characteristics of a good helping relationship than the poor teachers 
(Blume, 1971). 

Popham (1971) reported the results of recent investigations 
which revealed that experienced teachers may not be significantly more 
proficient than nonteachers with respect to accomplishing intended 
behavior changes in learners. 

As can be seen, there has been much effort made to find 
criteria that are universally applicable; however, research has not 
yielded meaningful and measurable criteria of teacher effectiveness 
which the majority of the nation's educators can support. 

Tests as a Predictive Instrument 

The unifying of school districts has created peculiar problems 
for the administrators of the schools. The most notable are reductions 
in teaching staffs and changes in hiring policies following the merger 
of black and white staffs. 

School boards and superintendents in many federal court 
districts of the South are charged to develop objective criteria in 
hiring, especially in retaining or dismissing teachers. Many of the 
districts have chosen tests, and the most commonly chosen test is the 
National Teacher Examinations. The NTE are achievement tests 
consisting of two parts: The Common Examinations, reviewing college 
preparation in professional education and general education, and the 
Teaching Area Examinations, reviewing the candidate's field of 
specialization. 

39 



Chapter 3 
CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 
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^ I, Sample 

The subjects who submitted information and analyzed data for 
this study consisted of a panel of eleven experts in the field of 
school personnel administration and sixty-six personnel directors of 
the public school systems in the State of Louisiana, Their responses 
were invited for the 1971-72 school year. 

The panel of experts consisted of seven university professors 
and four directors of personnel at universities in the State of 
Louisiana • 

The personnel directors in the public school systems consisted 
of sixty-four parish and two city school system personnel directors. 

II, Construction and Validation of the Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was used for securing the data for this study. 
The format of the questionnaire was originated by Brooks (1967). The 
method of construction and validation of this instrument is described 
below. 

A list of informational items and a list of teacher selection 
procedures were compiled from recommendations of various authorities 
in the field of school personnel administration. An item of 
information recommended by any one authority was included in the original 
questionnaire. 
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utilising the dcgrcos of freedom and probability of the significance 
of statistics. T-ratios of 2.00 and above were significant at the 
•05 or better level • 

Table 4 indicates that the personnel directors and the panel 
of experts did not agree on any of the ten items of information. A 
study of the data indicates a significant difference on all items, 
seven at the .05 level and three at the .01 level of confidence. A 
study of the means reveals that the panel of experts held all ten 
items more important in the selection of teachers than did the 
personnel directors* 

Table 5 reveals the importance placed upon the category items 
by the panel of experts and the personnel directors. The means 
standard deviation of the items, and their ranks are indicated. 

Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranks of Categories 
of Informational Items 

Standard 



Category 


Rank 


Mean of Item 


Deviation 


Academic criteria 


1 


4,39 


.64 


Personal criteria 


2 


4.04 


.79 


Experience related to teaching 


3 


3.95 


.93 


Professional opinions 


4 


3.93 


.75 


Job requirements 


5 


3.88 


.84 


Results of examinations 


6 


3.41 


.91 


Experience unrelated to teaching 


7 


3.01 


.81 


Family background 


8 


2.57 


.98 



Table 5 indicates that academic criteria is ranked first with 
a mean value of 4«39. Second is personal criteria with a mean of 4.04. 
The means of these two items indicate they were considered to be very 
important to essential in the selection of teachers. Five categories 
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Table 11 lists the means, standard deviations and rank 
items in the experience unrelated to teaching category. 



Table 11 

MeanSy Standard Deviations and Ranks of Items in 
the Experience Unrelated to Teaching Category 



Item 


Rank 


Mean of Item 


Standard 
Deviation 


Experience in special areas 


1 


3.14 


.93 


Experience with minority groups 


2 


3.08 


.91 


Experience with majority groups 


3 


3.04 


.91 


Work experience 


4 


2.92 


.88 



No item in this category was considered to be very important 
to essential; however, three items were considered to be important to 
very important and one item was considered to be of some importance 
in the selection of teachers* Experience in special areas, experience 
with minority groups, and experience with majority groups were 
considered to be important to very important with mean averages of 
3.14, 3.08, and 3.04, respectively. Work experience was considered 
to be of some importance with a mean average of 2.92. 

Table 12 indicates that personnel needs of the department 
ranked first in the job requirement category of informational items, 
with a mean average of 4.18» Job requirements was considered to be 
very important to essential, while job specifications and job 
description were considered to be important to very important, with 
mean averages of 3.73 and 3.77, respectively. 
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Table 12 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranks of Items in 
the Job Requirement Category 





Standard 


Item 


Rank Mean of Item Deviation 



Personnel needs of the department 1 4.18 •82 

Job specifications 2 3.73 .95 

Job description 3 3,71 .91 



Indicated in Table 13 are the means, standard deviations and 
ranks of items in the professional opinions category. Ranked as very 
important to essential were the opinions of the principal, supervisor 
of student teaching and the supervisor in the school system with mean 
averages of 4.37, 4.16 and 4.09, respectively. Considered to be 
important to very important was the opinion of the faculty, with a 
mean average of 3.16. The opinion of school board members was 
considered to be of some importance;, with a mean average of 2.31. No 
item in the professional opinion category was considered to be of 
little or of no Importance. 

Table 13 

Means, Standard Deviation and Ranks of Items in 
the Professional Opinions Category 



Item 



The principal involved 
Supervisor of student teaching 
Supervisor in school system 
The faculty 
School board members 



Standard 
Rank Mean of Item Deviation 



1 4.37 .66 

2 4.16 .80 

3 4.09 .74 

4 3.16 .94 
5* 2.31 1.07 
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To compare the responses to the category items and the 
category groups of informational items, the means, standard 
deviations and F-scores are listed in Table 14. This table indicates 
that there was a significant difference between the responses to the 
category items and the category groups of items by the personnel 
directors and the panel of experts. This table shows that category 
items were rated higher than the average rate of the items within 
the category groups. All differences were significance at the .01 
level. 

Table 14 

Means, Standard Errors and F-Score between Category Items 
and Category Groups of Informational Items 



Groups 



Family background 
Personal criteria 
Academic criteria 
Results of examinations 
Experience related to 

teaching 
Experience unrelated to 

teaching 
Job requirements 
Professional opinions 



Category 


Category 






Items 


Groups 




Level 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


F-Score 


2.57 


.98 


2.08 


.70 


.65 


.01 


4.04 


.79 


3.26 


.54 


.40 


.01 


4.38 


.64 


3.73 


.60 


.50 


.01 


3.41 


.91 


2.70 


.74 


.48 


.01 


3.95 


.93 


3.65 


.86 


.57 


.01 


3.01 


.81 


2.97 


.90 


.30 


.01 


3.88 


.84 


3.77 


1.04 


.60 


.01 


3.93 


.75 


3.58 


.61 


.57 


.01 



In comparing category groups, numerials were assigned to each 
group for identification. Number one is family criteria, two is 
personal criteria, three is academic criteria, four is examination 
results, five is teaching experience, six is other experience, seven 
is job requirements, and eight is professional opinions. 
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Category groups were compared by cross correlation in Table 
15, Table 15 lists the t^-ratios between category groups of informa- 
tional items* 

Table 15 

T-Ratios between Category Groups or 
Informational Items 



Group # 2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


1 3.97^ 


5.16^ 


I.67NS 


3.37^ 


I.70NS 


2.573 


3.95^ 


2 


2.17^ 


I.97NS 


97NS 


.62NS 


.82NS 


I.07NS 


3 




3.27^ 




I.65NS 


.05NS 


.46NS 


4 






2.04^ 


.52NS 


I.64NS 


2.33^ 


5 






I.I5NS 


.I5NS 


.I5NS 


6 










I.05NS 


1.16NS 


7 










.29NS 



a — Significant at ,05 level 
br-Significant at *01 level 
NS~Not significant 



A significant difference was found between nine category 
groups, five at the ,01 level and four at the ,05 level. No signifi- 
cant dif ference was found between nineteen various comparisons 
of category groups. The greatest significant difference was between 
number 1 (family criteria) and number 3 (academic criteria) • Other 
significant differences at the ,01 level were between 1 and 2 
(family criteria and personal criteria) ; 1 and 5 (family criteria 
and teaching experience); 1 and 8 (family criteria and professional 
opinions). In each comparison, family criteria was considered of 
least importance. Also found significant at the ,01 level was 3 
and 4 (academic criteria and examination results) , Academic criteria 
was considered more important than examination results, 
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Significant differences at the .01 level were found between 
1 and 7, 2 and 3, and 4 and 5; and significant differences at the .05 
level were found between 4 and 8. Job requirements (7) was found to 
be more important than family criteria (1); academic criteria (3) 
more important than personal criteria (2); teaching experience (5) 
more important than examination results (4); and professional opinions 
(8) was considered more important than examination results (4). 

No significant differences were found between family criteria 
and examination results; family criteria and other experience; 
personal cirteria and examination results; personal criteria and 
teaching experience; personal criteria and other experience; personal 
criteria and job requirements; personal criteria and professional 
opinions; academic criteria and teaching experience; academic criteria 
and other experience; academic and professional opinions; examination 
results and other experience; examination results and job requirements 
teaching experience and other experience; teaching experience and job 
requirements; teaching experience and professional opinions; other 
experience and job requirements; other experience and professional 
opinions; and job requirements and professional opinions. Academic 
criteria and job requirements had the least amount of difference, with 
a t^-ratio of .05. 

Table 16 lists the average means of the items in the category 
groups for the personnel directors and the panel of experts. 
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Table 16 

Table of Means of Category Groups for 
Personnel Directors and Panel of Experts 



Category Groups 


Means for 
Personnel Directors 


Means for 
Panel of Experts 


Family Criteria 


2.12 


1.88 


Personal Criteria 


3.23 


3.46 


Academic Criteria 


3.68 


4.05 


Examination Results 


2.71 


2.63 


Teaching Experience 


3.63 


3.75 


Other Experience 


2.93 


3.20 


Job Requirements 


3.67 


4.33 


Professional opinions 


3.55 


3.73 



This table indicates that the personnel directors rated family 
criteria and examination results higher than the panel of experts did. 
The panel of experts rated personal criteria, academic criteria, 
teaching experience, other experience, job requirements, and 
professional opinions higher than did the personnel directors. In 
general, the panel of experts ranked items higher than did the personnel 
directors. 

To make independent sets of comparisons, category groups of 
informational items were numbered as follows: family criteria as 
one, personal criteria as two, academic criteria as three, examination 
results as four, teaching experience as five, other experience as six, 
job requirements as seven, and professional opinions as eight. 

Table 17 and Table 18 show seven independent comparisons from 
the responses of personnel directors and the panel of experts^ 
Criteria generally considered as personal factors (family criteria 
and personal criteria) were compaired to all other category groups, 
family criteria was compared to personal criteria, opinions of 



professionals was compared to other non-personal factors, job 
requirements was compared to academic related factors and experience, 
academic related factors were compared to experience in general, 
academic criteria was compared to teaching experience, and teaching 
experience was compared to non-teaching experience. 

Table 17 



Independent Set of Comparisons for Personnel Directors 



Comparisons 


Definition or Statement 


T-Value 


1&2 vs. 3,4,5,6, 7& 8 


Personal factors vs. other non- 






personal factors 


12.54** 


1 vs. 2 


Family criteria vs. personal 


11.64** 




criteria 


8 vs. 3, 4, 5, 6, & 7 


Opinions vs. other non-personal 




factors 


3.03** 


7 vs. 3, 4, 5, & 6 


Job requirements vs. academic and 


5.37** 


experience related factors 


3 & 4 vs. 5 & 6 


Academic related factors vs. 


I.32NS 




experience 


3 vs. 4 


Academic criteria vs. examination 






results 


10.14** 


5 vs. 6 


Teaching experience vs. non- teaching 






experience 


7.34** 



*— Significant at .05 level 
**"Significant at .01 level 
NS— Not Significant 



Table 17 indicates the results of these seven independent 
comparisons from the responses of the personnel directors. This 
table indicates a significant difference between personal factors 
and other non-personal factors at the .01 level. A 
study of means indicates that other non-personal factors 
were considered more important than personal factors. When family 
criteria was compared to personal criteria, a significant difference 
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Table 18 

Independent Set of Comparisons for Panel of Experts 



Comparisons Definition or Statement T-Value 



l€c 2 


vs. 3,4,5,6,7,&8 


Personal factors vs. other non- 






personal factors 


6.59** 


1 vs. 


2 


Family criteria vs, personal 
criteria 


6.39** 


8 vs. 


3, 4, 5, 6, & 7 


Opinions vs. other non-personal 
factors 


.71^^ 


7 vs. 


3, 4, 5, & 6 


Job requirements vs. academic and 






experience related factors 


4.74** 


3 & 4 


vs, 5 & 6 


Academic related factors vs. 


.79NS 






experience 


3 vs. 


4 


Academic criteria vs. examination 
results 


5.76** 


5 vs. 


6 


Teaching experience vs. non-teaching 
experience 


2.19* 



*~Significant at .05 level 
**— Significant at .01 level 
NS~Not significant 



was found at the .01 level. Personal criteria was found to be more 
important than family criteria. In the third comparison, opinions 
of professionals was compared to other non-personal factors. It was 
found that on the average professional opinions was considered more 
important than other non-personal factors. Job requirements was 
compared to academic related factors and experience in the fourth 
comparison. It was found that job requirements was more significant 
than the average of the academic related factors and experience. In 
the fifth comparison, academic related factors were compared to 
experience and found to be of no significant differences. Academic 
related factors were no more important than experience in the evaluation 
of teachers. When academic criteria was compared to examination 
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results, a significant difference was found at the .01 level. In 
comparing the means of academic criteria and examination results, it 
was found that academic criteria was more important than examination 
grades. Teaching experience was compared to non-teaching experience 
in the seventh comparison. It was found that teaching experience was 
more important than non-teaching experience at the .01 level. 

Table 18 is a comparison of the responses from the panel of 
experts concerning the same seven independent sets. In examining the 
seven comparisons, the panel of experts indicated the same importance 
to each of the independent comparisons as did the personnel directors, 
with two exceptions. The first exception was in the comparison of 
opinions of professionals to other non-personal factors. While the 
personnel directors indicated a significant difference, the panel of 
experts Indicated that there was no significant difference between 
professional opinions and other non-personal factors. The second 
exception was with respect to the level of significance of teaching 
experience and non-teaching experience. Both the personnel directors 
and panel of experts indicated a significant difference, the personnel 
directors at the .01 level and the panel of experts at the .05 level. 
The personnel directors and panel of experts indicated that there was 
no significant difference between academic related factors and experience. 

PROCEDmL ITEMS 

Not all personnel directors who responded to the questionnaire 
checked each procedural item. Table 19 indicates the number and percent 
of responses to each procedural Item by the personnel directors in the 



were national origin, home ownership, and socio-economic status. In 
the of little importance to iraportant level were marital status of 
parents, size of family, and father's occupation. No item in this 
category was considered to be very important to essential or of little 
or of no importance to the selection of teachers. 

The means, standard deviations and ranks of items in the 
personal criteria category are indicated in Table 7. 

- 63 
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Table 19 



Number and Percent of Responses on Procedural Items 
by Personnel Directors 



Total Number of Percent of 
Procedural Item Responses Responses Responses 



Obtaining a List of Candidates: 



1. 


Acquaintances of the 




62 


96.9 




superintendent 


64 


2. 


Through professional 






96.9 




acquaintances 


64 


62 


3. 


Professional placement bureaus 


64 


61 


95.3 


4. 


Commercial placement bureaus 


64 


61 


95.3 


5. 


Through solicited applications 


64 


62 


96.9 


6. 


Through unsolicited 






98.4 




applications 


64 


63 


7. 


Through other school systems 


64 


62 


96.9 


8. 


Recommendations by lay personnel 


64 


61 


95.3 


9. 


Through state teacher 










assoc iations 


64 


60 


93.8 


Collection of Information: 








10. 


Application forms 


64 


64 


100 


11. 


Written reports 


64 


62 


96.9 


12. 


Transcripts 


64 


64 


100 


13. 


Re ferences 


64 


63 


98.4 


14. 


Certification records 


64 


64 


100 


15. 


Interviews 


64 


63 


98.4 


16. 


Classroom observations 


64 


63 


98.4 


17. 


Written examinations 


64 


63 


98.4 


18. 


Oral examinations 


64 


63 


98.4 


19. 


Evaluation by former employer 


64 


63 


98.4 


20. 


Physical examination 


64 


63 


98.4 


Selection of Teachers: 








21. 


Determination of job position 










requirements by job description 


64 


63 


98.4 


22. 


Determination of job position 










requirements by job 










specifications 


64 


62 


96.9 


23. 


Recruitment of applicants based 










upon a planned program 


64 


62 


96.9 


24. 


Personnel strengths needed for 










the department 


64 


63 


98.4 


25. 


Faculty participation in standards 










to be met 


64 


61 


95.3 


26. 


Principal involved in the 


64 


64 


100 


selection and evaluation 


27. 


Supervisors involved in the 




64 


100 




selection and evaluation 


64 


28. 


Board members help in the 










evaluation of applicants 


64 


63 


98.4 
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public school systems of Louisiana, The table indicates that 
personnel directors responded 100 percent to five items, 98,4 percent 
to eleven items, 96,9 percent to seven items, 95,3 percent to four 
items, and 93,8 percent to one item. 

The hypotheses related to the procedural items were: 

1, There are no significant differences in the opinions 
of personnel directors and a panel of experts as to the relative 
importance of the twenty-eight procedural items which may be utilized 
in the selection of teachers, 

2, Personnel directors indicate that there are no 
significant differences with respect to the importance of the 
procedural items which may be utilized in the selection of teachers, 

3, Personnel directors indicate that there will be no 
significant differences in the importance of the three categories 

of procedural items which may be utilized in the selection of teachers. 

4, There are no significant differences in the importance 
of the procedural items in the three categories that may be utilized 
in the selection of teachers by personnel directors. 

An analysis of variance formula was used for testing the 
significance of differences in the degree of importance placed upon 
the twenty-eight procedural items by the personnel directors and the 
panel of experts. Where a significant F-score resulted, the t^ 
technique was applied to determine the level of significance of the 
difference. 

The mean, standard error and F-score for the procedural items 
for the personnel directors and the panel of experts are presented in 
Table 20, F-scores of 3,83 and above were significant at or below 
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out^iaj. si.uuj.cs, 

fine arts tests 
Paper and pencil tests 



7 
8 



2.53 
2.37 



.86 
.88 



In the examination results category, no item was considered 
to be very important to essential. One item was considered to be 
important to very important and seven items were considered to be 
of some importance in the selection of teachers. The National 
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the .05 level. Levels of significance above the .05 level are listed 
as "NS" indicating that the F-scores for those items were not 
significant. 

Means ranging from 4 to 5 were interpreted to denote an item 
which was considered to be very important to essential to the selection 
of teachers; means ranging from 3 to 4 to denote an item considered to 
be important to very important; means ranging from 2 to 3 to denote an 
item considered to be of little to important; and means ranging from 
1 to 2 to denote an item considered to be of little or of no importance. 

Table 20 Indicates that the F-scores for twenty-three of the 
procedural items were not significant. This denotes that there were 
no significant differences in the opinions between the personnel 
directors and the panel of experts as to the importance of the twenty- 
three procedural items in the selection of prospective teachers. The 
null hypothesis was accepted for each of the twenty-three items. 

Of the twenty- three procedural items for which the null 
hypothesis was accepted, the means for the personnel directors and 
panel of experts indicated that eight items were very important to 
essential in the selection of prospective teachers. Items included 
in this group were (1) application forms, (2) references, (3) certi- 
fication recors, (4) Interviews, (5) evaluation by former employer, 

(6) determination of job position requirements by job description, 

(7) determination of job position requirements by job specifications, 
and (8) supervisors involved in the selection and evaluation. 

The personnel directors and panel of experts agreed upon 
eight items falling into the important to very important category. 
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Items included in this group were (1) a list of candidates obtained 
through professional acquaintances, (2) a list of candidates obtained 
from professional placement bureaus, (3) a list of candidates 
obtained through solicited applications, (4) a list of candidates 
obtained through unsolicited applications, (5) a list of candidates 
obtained through other school systems, (6) collection of information 
through written reports, (7) information obtained from classroom 
observations, and (8) faculty participation in standards to be met 
in the selection of teachers. 

The null hypothesis was accepted for seven procedural items 
falling into, the of little importance to important category. These 
items were: (1) a list of candidates obtained through acquaintances 
of the superintendent, (2) a list of candidates obtained from 
commercial placement bureaus, (3) a list of candidates obtained 
through recommendations by lay personnel, (4) a list of candidates 
obtained through st;jte teacher associations, (5) information 
collected from written examinations, (6) information collected from 
oral examinations, and (7) board members' help in the evaluation of 
applicants in the selection of prospective teachers. 

No procedural item was considered to be of little or of no 
importance by the personnel directors or the panel of experts. 

The null hypothesis was rejected for five procedural items 
for which significant F-scores were found. Four of these procedural 
items were found to be very important to essential and one was found 
to be important to very important in the selection of prospective 
teachers. The items considered to be very Important to essential 
were: (1) collection of information through transcripts, (2) recruitment 
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of applicants based upon a planned program (3) selection of teachers 
based upon personnel strengths needed for the department, and (4) 
Involvement of the principal In the selection and evaluation of 
prospective teachers. The one item considered to be Important to 
very Important is the collection of Information through physical 
examination. 

For each procedural Item where a significant difference of 
opinion existed between the personnel directors and the panel of 
experts, the panel regarded the items as being more significant than 
did the personnel directors. 

To summarize, the personnel directors and panel of experts 
considered all twenty-eight procedural items to be of some importance 
in the selection of teachers. Twelve items were judged to be very 
important to essential, nine items to be important to very important, 
seven items to be of little importance to important, and no items of 
procedure to be of little or of no importance in the selection of 
prospective teachers. 

Significant F-scores were found for five of the twenty-eight 
procedural items. The null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level 
for the five items: including one at the .05 level, one at the .04 
level, one at the .03 level, one at the .01 Uvel, and one at the 
.001 level. 

For each procedural item for which the null hypothesis was 
rejected, a t^ test was coin)uted to test the significance of the 
differences between the means of the personnel directors and the 
panel of experts. These t-ratios are presented in Table 21. 
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Table 21 



T-Ratios between Means of Importance of Procedural 
Items for Personnel Directors and the Panel of Experts 







Personnel 


Panel 


of 










Directors 


Experts 








Procedural Item 


Mean 


S.E. 


Mean 


S.E. 


Ratio 


Level 


12. 


Transcripts 


4.05 


.10 


4.64 


.25 


2.15 


.05 


20. 


Physical examination 


3.35 


.12 


4.00 


.29 


2.04 


.05 


23. 


Recruitment of applicants 
based upon a planned 
















program 


3.84 


.10 


4.55 


.24 


2.71 


.01 


24. 


Personnel strengths 
needed for the 
















department 


4.17 


.09 


4164 


.22 


1.95 


NS 


26. 


Principal involved in 
the selection and 
















evaluation 


4.17 


.08 


4.91 


.19 


3.52 


.01 



KS~Not significant 



Presented in Table 21 are the five procedural items, and their 
means, standard errors, t-ratios and levels, for which a significant 
F-score was indicated in Table 20. Ratios were determined from 
Table D (Garrett, 1966:461), a table of t^ utilizing the degree of 
freedom and probability of the significance of statistics. T-ratios 
of 2.00 and above were significant at the .05 or better level. 

Table 21 indicates that the personnel directors and the panel 
of experts agreed on one item and disagreed on the other four. A 
study of the data indicates a significant difference on four items, 
two at the .05 level and two at the .01 level, and no significant 
difference on one item. A study of the meana reveala that the panel 
of experts held all five items more important in the selection of 
teachers than did the personnel directors. 
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Table 22 reveals the Importance placed ipon the category items 
by the panel of experts and the personnel directors. The means and 
standard deviations, and their ranks are indicated. The table 
indicates that the collection of iv formation is ranked firsts with a 
mean value of 3.82; second is selection of items, with a mean of 
3.78; and third is the list of candidates, with a mean of 2.88. The 
means of these three categories indicate that collection of information 
and selection items were considered to be important to very important 
and the list of candidates was considered to be of little importance 
to important in the selection of teachers. 



Table 22 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranks of 
Procedural Categories 



Group 


Rank 


Mean of Category 


Standard 
Deviation 


Collection of Information 


1 


3.82 


.82 


Selection of Items 


2 


3.78 


.79 


List of candidates 


3 


2.88 


.92 



Table 23 lists the means, standard deviations, and ranks of 
procedural items in the list of candidates category. Ranked first 
in this category was a list of candidates through solicited appli- 
cations, with a mean of 3.44, which is considered to be important to 
very important. Other items in the important to very important level 
were applications received through professional acquaintances, a list 
of candidates through unsolicited applications, a list through other 
school systems, and a list of candidates from professional placement 
bureaus. In the of little importance to important level were a list 
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of candidates obtalm^d through state teacher associations, a list of 
candidates obtained through acquaintances o£ the superintendent, a 
list reconsnended by lay personnel, and a list obtained from commercial 
placement bureaus^ No item in the list of candidates category was 
considered to be very important to essential or of little or of no 
importance to the selection of prospective teachers. 



Table 23 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranks of Items for 
Acquiring a List of Candidates 



Standard 



Item 


Rank 


Mean of Item 


Deviation 


Through solicited application 


1 


3.44 


1.00 


Through professional 








acquaintances 


2 


3.27 


.90 


Through unsolicited applications 


3 


3.18 


.94 


Through other school systems 


4 


3.07 


.92 


Professional placement bureaus 


5 


3.04 


1.11 


Through state teacher 








associations 


6 


2.87 


.80 


Acquaintances of the 








superintendent 


7 


2.64 


1.02 


Recommendations by lay personnel 


8 


2.39 


..78 


Coimnercial placement bureaus 


9 


2.04 


.77 



The means, standard deviations, snd ranks of items in the 
collection of information category are indicated in Table 24. This 
table indicates that six items were considered to be very important to 
essential, three to be important to very important, and two considered 
to be of little importance to itiportant in the selection of teachers. 
No item was considered to be of little or of no importance. The items 
considered to be very important to essential in order of importance 
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are interviews, certification records, references, application forms, 
transcripts, and evaluation by former employer. The items considered 
to be important to very important in rank order were classroom 
observations, physical examination, and written reports. The two 
items considered to be of little importance to important were oral 
examination and written examinations. No item in this category was 
considered to be of little or of no importance in the consideration 
of prospective teachers. 

Table 24 



Means ,4 Standard Deviations and Ranks of Items for 
the Collection of Information 









Standard 


Item 


Rank 


Mean of Item 


Deviation 


Interviews 


1 


4.59 


.61 


Certification records 


2 


4.44 


.31 


References 


3 


4.35 


.73 


Application forms 


4 


4.31 


.80 


Transcripts 


5 


4.13 


.84 


Evaluation by former employer 


6 


4.09 


.84 


Classroom observations 


7 


3.76 


.86 


Physical examination 


8 


3.45 


.97 


Written reports 


9 


3.44 


.88 


Oral examinations 


10 


2.73 


.88 


Written examinations 


11 


2.72 


.81 



Table 25 lists the means, standard deviations and ranks of 
items in the selection of teachers category. Four items were ranked 
as very important to essential, three as Important to very important, 
and one as of little importance to important in the selection of 
teachers* In order of rank and considered to be very important to 
essential were principal involved in the selection and evaluation, 
personnel strengths needed for the department, supervisors involved 
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in the selection and evaluation, and determination of job position 
requirements by job description. Considered to be important to very 
iniportant were determination of job position requirements by job 
specifications, recruitment of applicants based upon a planned 
program, and faculty participation in standards to be met. Board 
members' help in the evaluation of applicants was considered to be of 
little importance to important in the selection of teachers. No item 
in this category was considered to be of little or of no importance. 

Table 25 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranks 
of Selection Items 



Mean of Standard 
Item Rank Item Deviation 



Principal involved in the selection and 






.64 


evaluation 


1 


4.28 


Personnel strengths needed for the 






.72 


department 


2 


4.24 


Supervisors involved in the selection 




4.15 


.72 


and evaluation 


3 


Determination of job position 




4.01 


.78 


requirements by job description 


4 


Determination of job position 




3.96 


.83 


requirements by job specifications 


5 


Recruitment of applicants based upon 




3.95 


.80 


a planned program 


6 


Faculty participation in standards to 






.86 


be met 


7 


3.50 


Board members' help in the evaluation 






.94 


of applicants 


8 


2.27 



In comparing category groups of procedural items, numerals 
were assigned to each group for identification. Number 1 is list of 
candidates category, number 2 is the collection of information 
category, and number 3 is selection of teachers category. 
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Category groups of procedural items were compared by cross 
correlation and the results are indicated in Table 26, 

Table 26 

T-Ratios between Category Groups of 
Procedural Items 



Group 


2 


3 


1 
2 


2.96** 


2.18* 
.13lNS 



Significant differences were found between the list of 
candidates category and the collection of Information category at 
the .01 level, and between the list of candidates category and the / 
selection of teachers category at the .OS level* No significant 
differences were found between the collection of information category 
and the selection of teachers category* 

TERMIl«iL ITEMS 

The personnel directors in the public school systems were 
asked to indicate the terminal procedures used for the appointment of 
teachers in their respective school systems* The personnel directors 
were to indicate whether objective criteria were used in the selection 
of teachers and, if so, whether the criteria had been developed by the 
school system or recommended by the Louisiana Teachers* Association* 

Table 27 indicates that 53*1 percent of the public school 
systems did not use a set of objective criteria, 40*6 percent used a 
set of objective criteria in the selection of teachers* Of the public 
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school systems responding to the questionnaire, 6,3 percent did not 
reply to the item. The table indicates that of the 40.6 percent 
using objective criteria, 32.8 percent used a set of criteria other 
than that recommended by the Louisiana Teachers' Association, while 
7.8 percent used the objective criteria developed through the efforts 
of the Louisiana Teachers' Association. 



Table 27 

Number and Percent of Public School Systems 
Using or Not Using Objective Criteria 



Number 

Items Responding Percent 

Using Louisiana Teachers' Associations 

recommended objective criteria 5 7.8 

Using other objective criteria 21 32.8 

Not using objective criteria 34 53.1 

Not replying ^ 6.3 



Table 28 lists the various terminal procedures used by the 
public school systems in the appointment of teachers. Appointment in 
which the superintendent takes the initial step by nominating the 
candidate who is then approved or disapproved by the school board, 
constitutes 8.20 percent of the total. In 4.6 percent of the school 
systems, the superintendent nominates the candidate and a committee of 
the board appoints with the approval of the board. The board 
authorises by resolution that the superintendent fill any vacancies 
that occur in 4.6 percent of the school systems. In 2.2 percent of 
the systems, the superintendent and principal recommend the candidate 
to the board for approval. The assistant superintendent or personnel 
director recommends a teacher candidate to the superintendent, who 



'.. 90 



84 

then recommends to the board for approval in 2.2 percent of the school 
systems. In one school system, the personnel director recommends 
appointment to the superintendent, district board members, and 
principal of the school for approval. 

Table 28 

Number and Percent of Using Various Procedures 
in the Appointment of Teachers 



Number 

Item Responding Percent 

The superintendent nominates the candidate 

who is then approved or disapproved by the 

school board 
The superintendent nominates, a committee of 

the board appoints with the approval of 

the board 

Board authorizes by resolution that 

superintendent fill any vacancies that occur 
Superintendent and principal with approval of 

the board 

Assistant superintendent or personnel director 

recommends appointment to superintendent who 

recommends ^o the board 
Personnel director recommends to superintendent, 

board members in district, and principal; if 

approved by all three, the appointment is made 



Table 29 indicates the number and percent of the public school 
systems requiring or not requiring the signing of a contract. 

Table 29 



Number and Percent of Public School Systems Requiring 
or Not Requiring the Signing of a Contract 



Item 


Number 
Responding 


Percent 


Requiring the signing of a contract 
Not requiring the signing of a contract 
Not replying 


47 
16 
1 


73.4 
25.0 
1.6 



53 82.8 

3 4.6 

3 4.6 

2 2.2 

2 2.2 

1 1.6 
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The table shows that 73.4 percent of the school systems which 
responded require the prospective teacher to sign a contract while 
25.0 percent of the school systems do not require the prospective 
teacher to sign a contract. Of the responding school systems, one 
system or 1,6 percent of the public school systems did not reply to 
either item. 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS , CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The most important challenge currently facing personnel director 
in the public schools is that of teacher selection. Due to the large 
number of applicants completing for teaching positions, court mandated 
objective criteria, and the increasing educational needs of the 
students, personnel directors must utilize valid criteria and 
procedures in the selection of competent teachers. This study was 
conducted to identify the informational and procedural items most 
frequently used in the selection of teachers in the public school 
systems of Louisiana . 

Data for this study were collected through the construction 
of a survey instrument. Returns were received from 6A of the 66 public 
school systems of Louisiana and a panel of eleven experts in the field 
of personnel administration. The analysis of variance was used in 
the compilation and evaluation of the data returned. The data were 
presented and analyzed in twenty-nine tables in Chapter 4. 

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS 

The findings from this study of informational and procedural 
items utilized in teacher selection in the public school systems of 
Louisiana consisted of the following: 

1. Personnel directors and the panel of experts agreed to 
the importance of sixty-one of the seventy-one informational items. 

2* Personnel directors and the panel of experts disagreed 
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as to the importance placed upon ten of the informational items. Of 
these items the differences were significant for seven items at the 
•05 level and for three items at the •Ol level. 

3. Where a significant difference existed, the panel of 
experts consistently ranked the informational item higher than did 
the personnel directors. 

4. The personne directors and the panel of experts considered 
nineteen informational items to be very important to essential in the 
selection of teachers. These items are: 

a. Job requirements 

b. Health 

c. Cooperative attitude 

d. Neatness, dress and grooming 

e. Interest in teaching special subjects 

f . Attitude toward minority groups 

g. Expressed educational philosophy 

h. Number and type of courses in major field 

i. Student teaching grade 

j. Subject/s taught in student teaching 

k. Opinion of the supervisor of student teaching 

1. Opinions of the supervisor in the school system 

m. Opinion of the principal 

n. Personal criteria 

o. Academic criteria -general and professional 

p. Professional opinions 

q. Personality 

T^ Voice and speech, 

8. Personnel needs of the department 
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5, The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
twenty-seven informational items to be important to very important in 
the selection of teachers. These items are: 

a. Results of examinations 

b. Experience related to teaching 

c. Age 

d. Cultural background 

e. Photograph of the candidate 

f. Credit record 

g. Membership in professional organizations 

h. Number and subject matter courses taken 

i. Grades in subject matter courses 

j. Number of professional education courses taken 

k. Grades in major field courses 

1, Number of graduate credits or degrees 

m. Special abilities 

n. National Teachers Examination results 

o. Years of teaching experience 

p. Experience in teaching minority groups 

q. Experience in teaching majority groups 

r. Experience in special subjects 

s. Non-teaching experience with minority groups 

t. Non-teaching experience with majority groups 

u. Experience in special areas 

V. Meeting job specifications requirements 

w. Meeting job description requirements 

X, Grades in professional education courses 
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y. Number and type of courses in minor field 
z. Grades in minor field courses 
aa* The opinions of faculty members 
6. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
nineteen informational items as of little importance to important in 
the selection of teachers. These items are: 
a« Family background 
b« Experience unrelated to teaching 

c. National origin 

d. Socio-economic status 

e. Family reputation-'citizenship and morality 
f* Marital status 

g. Sex 

h« Broad and diverse geographic background 

i. Church participation 

j« Professional writings 

k* Graduate Records Examination results 

1. Mental ability test results 

m« Paper and pencil test results 

n* Social studies, literature and fine arts tests results 
o* Science and mathematics tests results 
p* Personality test results 
q* Aptitude test results 
r. Wor\'. experience other than teaching 
s* The opinion of school board members 
?• The personnel directors and the panel of experts agreed 
that fraternity membership, religious ef filiations, type and location 
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of home ownership, marital status of parents, father's occupation, 
and sise of family was of little or of no importance in the selection 
of prospective teachers • 

8* The personnel directors ranked the categories of .Inform*^- 
tional items in the following order: 



a. Academic criteria 

b. Personal criteria 

c. Experience related to teaching 

d. Professional opinions 

e. Job requirements 

f. Results of examinations 

g. Experience unrelated to teaching 

h. Family background 



9. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
two of the categories of informational items to be very important to 
essential, five categories to be important to very important and one 
category to be of little importance to important in the selection of 
teachers • Items considered as very important to essential are 
academic and personal cri!:eria« Considered as ?jnportant to vety 
important are experience related to teaching, professional opinions, 
job requirements, results of examinations, and experience unrelated 
to teaching. Family background was considered to be of little 
importance to Important in the selection of teachers* 

10* The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the informational items in the family background category in the 
following order: 
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a. Family reputation 

b« National origin 

c. Home ownership 

d« Soclo*economlc status 

e. Marital status of parents 

£• Size of family 

g. Father's occupation 
!!• The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
no Items In the family background category to be very Important to 
essential or to be Important to very Important In the selection of 
teachers. They considered four Items to be of little importance to 
Important and three items to be of little or of no Importance to the 
selection of teachers. Considered to be of little Importance to 
important are family reputation, national origin, home ownership, 
and socio-economic status. Considered to be of little or of no 
Importance are marital status of parents, size of family and father's 
occupation. 

12. The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the Informational items in the personal criteria category in the 
following order: 

a. Cooperative attitude 

b. Personality 

c. Health 

d. Neatness, dress and grooming 

e. Voice and speech 

f* Attitude toward minority groups 
g. Expressed educational philosophy 
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h. Interest in teaching specific subjects 

i. Age 

j. Credit record 

k. Cultural background 

1. Membership in professional organizations 

m* Photograph of candidate 

Tim Broad and diverse geographic background 

o» Marital status 

p* Professional writings 

q. Sex 

r» Church participation 

s. Religious affiliation 

t. Fraternity membership 
13, The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
five of the informational items in the personal criteria to be very 
important to essential, eight items to be important to very important, 
five items to be of little importance to important, and two items to 
be of little or of no importance in the selection of teachers. The 
items considered to be very important to essential are cooperative 
attitude; personality; health; neatness, dress and grooming; and 
voice and speech. Items considered to be important to very important 
are attitude toward minority groups, expressed educational philosophy, 
interest in teaching specific subjects, age, credit record., cultural 
background, membership in professional organizations, and photograph 
of the candidate. Items considered to be of little importance to 
important are board and diverse geographic background, marital status. 
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professional writings, sex, and church participation. Itams 
considered to be of little or of no importance are religious 
affiliation and fraternity membership « 

14. The personn^x directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the informational items In academic criteria category in the following 
order: 

a. Number and type of courses in major field 

b. Student teaching grade 

c. Number of professional education courses taken 

d. Grades in major field courses 

e. Number of subject matter courses taken 

f. Number and type of courses in minor field 

g. Grades in subject matter courses 
h« Special abilities 

i. Grades in professional education courses 
j. Number of graduate credits or degrees 
k. Grades in minor field courses 

15. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
one item in the academic criteria category to be very important to 
essential, and ten items to be important to very important in the 
selection of teachers. No item in this category was considered to 

be of little importance to important or of little or of no importance. 
Considered to be very important to essential is number and type of 
courses in major field • Items considered to be important to very 
important are student teaching grade, number of professional education 
courses taken, grades in major field courses, number of subject matter 
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courses taken, number and type of courses in minor fiald, grades in 
subject matter courses, special abilities, grades iit professional 
education courses, number of graduate credits or degrees, and grades 
in minor field courses* 

16, The informational items in the examination results 
category were ranked in the following order by the personnel directors 
and the panel of experts: 

a. National Teachers Examination results 

b. Mental ability test results 

c. Aptitude test results 

d. Personality test results 

e» Graduate Record Examination results 
fo Science and mathematics tests results 

g. Social studies, literature and fine axrts tests results 

h. Paper and pencil test results 

17, The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
no informational item in the examination results category to be very 
important to essential or of little or of no importance, one item to 
be important to very important, and seven items to >e of little 
importance to important in the selection of teachers. National 
Teachers Examination results are considered to be important to very 
Important, and mental ability test, aptitude test, personality test. 
Graduate Record Examination, science and mathematics tests, social 
studies, literature and fine arts tests, and paper and pencil test 
results are considered to be of little Importance to Important in 

the evaluation of prospective teachers. 
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18. ThG personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the informational items in the experience related to teaching category 
in the following order: 

a. Subject/s taught in student teaching 

b. Years of teaching experience 

c. Experience in special subjects 

d. Teaching minority groups 

e. Teaching majority groups 

19. In the experience related to teaching category, the 
personnel directors and the panel of experts considered one item to 
be very important to essential, four items to be important to very 
important, and no item to be of little Importance to important or of 
little or of no importance to the selection of teachers • The item 
considered to be very important to essential is subject/s taught in 
student teaching- Items considered to be important to very important 
are years of teaching experience, experience in special subjects, 
teaching minority groups, and teaching majority groups, 

20. The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the informational items in the experience unrelated to teaching 
category in the following order: 

a. Experience in special areas 

b. Experience with minority groups 

c. Experience with majority groups 

d. Work experience 

21. In the experience unrelated to teaching, the personnel 
directors and the panel of experts considered no items to be very 
important to essential or of little or of no importance in the 
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selection of teachers • They considered three items to be important 
to very important and one to be of little importance to important. 
Items considered to be important to very important are experience in 
special areas I experience with minority groups, and experience with 
majority groups • Considered to be of little importance to important 
is work experience. 

22. Tlie items of information in the job requirement category 
are ranked in the following order by the personnel directors and the 
panel of experts: 

a. , Personnel needs of the department 
b« Job specifications 
c« Job description 

23. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
one item to be very important to essential, and two items to be 
important to very important in the job requirement category. 
Considered to be very important to essential is personnel needs of 

the department, and considered to be important to very important are 
job specifications and job description. 

24. In the professional oplitions category, the personnel 
directors and the panel of experts ranked the informational items in 
the following order: 

a. The principal involved 

b. Supervisor of student teaching 
c« Supervisor in the school system 
d. The faculty 

e« School board members 




97 



25. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
three items of information to be very important to essential, one item 

to be important to very important, and one item to be of little importance 
to important in the professional opinions category. Considered to be 
very iu.portant to essential are the principal involved, supervisor of 
student teaching and supervisor of the school system. Considered to be 
important to very important is the faculty and considered to be cf little 
importance to important is school board members. 

26. Significant differences were found in the importance placed 
upon the category items and the category groups of items by the personnel 
directors and the panel of experts. In each case, category items were 
placed higher than the average of the importance placed upon the category 
groups of items. 

27. The personnel directors and the panel of experts placed 
greater Importance upon some catf.gories groups of informational items 
than they did on others. A significant difference was found between 
nine category groups of items, five at the .01 level and four at the 
.05 level. In nineteen cross correlations, no significant differences 
were indicated. 

28. The panel of experts generally placed greater Importance 
upon the category groups of informational items than did the personnel 
directors. The panel of experts considered the following category 
groups more important than did the personnel directors: personal 
criteria, academic criteria, teaching experience, other experience, 
job requirements, and professional opinions. The personnel directors 
placed more Importance upon family criteria and examination results 
than ' ^.i '.o panel of experts. 
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29# Both the panel of experts and the personnel directors 
placed more importance upon non-personal factors than they did upon 
personal factors* In considering personal factors, they indicated 
that personal criteria were more important than family criteria. 

30» The personnel directors indicated that professional 
opinions were more important than other non-personal factors while 
the panel indicated no significant differences between professional 
opinions and other non-personal factors* 

31 • Both the panel of experts and the personnel director? 
indicated tliat job requirements were more important than experience 
and academic related factors* 

32* The personnel directors and the panel of experts indicated 
that there were no significant differences between academic related 
factors and experience* 

33» Academic criteria were considered more important than 
examination results by the personnel directors and the panel of 
experts* 

34, The panel of experts and the personnel directors indicated 
that teaching experience was more important than non-teaching experience. 

35. The personnel directors and the panel of experts generally 
agreed as to the importance of procedural items* They agreed on 
twenty- three procedural items and disagreed as to the importance of 
five items* 

36* Where a significant difference existed the panel of experts 
consistantly ranked the procedural items higher than did the personnel 
directors* 
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37, The panel of experts and the personnel directors considered 
twelve procedural items to be very important to essential in the 
selection of teachers • These items are: 

a. Application forms 

b. References 

c. Certification records 
dc Interviews 

eo Evaluation by former employer 

f. Determination of job position requirements by job 
description, 

g. Determination of job position requirements by job 
specifications • 

h. Supervisors involved in the selection and evaluation 

i. Collection of information through transcripts 

j« Recruitment of applicants based upon a planned program 
k. Selection of teachers based upon needed personnel 

strengths of the department. 

1, Involvement of the principal in the selection and 

evaluation of prospective teachers 

38, The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 
nine procedural items to be important to very important. These items 
are: 

a, A list of candidates obtained through professional 
acquaintances 

h. A list of candidates obtained from professional 
placement bureaus 
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c, A list of candidates obtained through solicited 
applications 

(1. A list of candidates obt.iincHl through unsolicited 
applications 

e. A list of candidates obtained through other school 
sys terns 

f. Collection of information through written reports 

g. Information obtained from classroom observations 

h. Faculty participation in standards to be met in the 
selection of teachers 

i. Collection of information through physical examinations 
39. The personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 



seven procedural items falling into the category of little importance 
to important. These items are: 



ao A list of candidates obtained through acquaintances 
of the superintendent 

b. A list of candidates obtained from commercial placement 
bureaus 

c. A list of candidates obtained through recommendations 
by lay personnel 

do A list of candidates obtained through state teachers 
associations 

e. Information collected from written examinations 

f. Information collected from oral examinations 

g. Board member help in the evaluation of applicants 

40. The personnel directors and the panel of experts indicated 



that no procedural item was considered to be of little or of no 
importance to the selection of teachers. 
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41o The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the procedural categories in the following order: 
a. Collection of information 
bo Selection of items 
Co List of candidates 

42, The panel of experts and the personnel directors considered 
no procedural category to be very important to essential. They 
considered two categories, collection of information and selection 

of items, to be important to very important, and one category, list 
of candidates, to be of little importance to important in the 
selection of teachers. 

43, The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the procedural items in che list of candidates category in the 
following order: 

a. Through solicited applications 

b. Through professional acquaintances 

c. Through unsolicited applications 

d. Through other school systems 

e. From professional placement bureaus 

f. Through state teachers associations 

g. From acquaintances of the superintendents 

h. From recommendations by lay personnel 

i. From commercial placement bureaus 

44, The panel of experts and the personnel directors considered 
no procedural items in the list of candidates category to be very 
important to essential. They considered five items to be important 

to very important and four items to be of little importance to important 
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in the sclectioti of teachers. Considered to be important to very 
important arc solicited applications, professional acquaintances, 
unsolicited applications, applications from other school systems, and 
applications from professional placement bureaus. Considered to be 
of little importance to important are applications from state teachers 
associations, acquaintances of the superintendent, recommendations by 
lay personnel, and applications from commercial placement bureaus. 
No item in this category was considered to be of little or of no 
importance in obtaining? a list of candidates. 

45* The personnel directors and the panel of experts ranked 
the procedural items in the collection of information category in 
the following order: 



a. 


Interviews 


h. 


Certification records 


c. 


Re f erences 


d. 


/Application forms 


e. 


Transcripts 


f. 


Evaluation by former employer 


g« 


Classroom observations 


h. 


Physical examination 


i* 


Written reports 


j* 


Oral examinations 




Written examinations 


The 


personnel directors and the panel of experts considered 



six of the procedural items in the collection of information category 
to be very important to essential, three Items to be Important to 
very important, and two items considered to be of little importance 
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to important in the selection of teachers. Considered to be very 
important to essential are interviews, certification records, 
references, application forms, transcripts, and evaluation by former 
employer. Considered to be important to very important are classroom 
observations, physical examinations and written reports. Oral 
examinations and written examinations were considered to be of little 
importance to important. No item in this category was considered to 
be of little or of no importance in the selection of teachers, 

47, The panel of experts and the personnel directors ranked 
the procedural items in the selection items category in the following 
order: 

a. Principal involved in the selection and evaluation 

b. Personnel strengths needed for the department 

c. Supervisors involved in the selection and evaluation 

d. Determination of job position requirements by job 
description 

e. Determination of job position requirements by job 
specifications 

f. Recruitment of applicants based upon a planned program 

g. Faculty participation in standards to be met 

h. Board members help in the evaluation of applicants 

48, Four procedural items in the selection items category are 
considered to be very important to essential, three items to be 
important to very important, and one item to be of little importance 
to important in the selection of teachers. Items considered to be 
very important to essential are principal involved in the selection 
and evaluation, personnel strengths needed for the department, 
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supervisors involved in the selection and evaluation, and determination 
of job position requirements by job description. Considered to be 
important to very important are determination of job position 
requirements by job specifications, recruitment of applicants based 
upon a planned program, and faculty participation in standards to be 
met. The item considered to be of little importance to important is 
board members help in the evaluation of applicants • No item in this 
category was considered to be of little or of no importance in the 
selection of teachers, 

49, Significant differences were found in the importance 
placed upon the procedural categories by the personnel directors and 
the panel of experts. The personnel directors and the panel indicated 
that collection of information category and selection items category 
were significantly more important than obtaining a list of candidates. 
No significant differences were found between collection of information 
category and selection items category, 

50, Personnel directors indicated that public school systems 
did not use the objective criteria mandated by federal courts in the 
Lee Case (1971) which is similar to that developed by the Louisiana 
Teachers Associations task force. It was indicated that 32,8 percent 
of the public school systems have developed their own objective 
criteria and that 53,1 percent does not use objective criteria, 

51, In comparing the importance placed upon items in this 
study with the objective criteria mandated by the court, it appears 
that the objective criteria recommended by the court is narrow in 
scope, places emphasis on criteria not necessarily indictive of 

t 

competent teaching ability. 




105 

52. The personnel directors indicated that 95.4 percent of 
thci public school systems appoint the selected teachers through the 
process of the superintendent or a member of his staff nominating the 
candidate who is then approved by the school board. In 4»6 percent 
of the school systems, the board gives blanket permission to the 
superintendent and his staff to fill all vacancies* 

53» The personnel directors indicated that 25»0 percent of 
the public school systems do not require the signing of a contract 
while 73»4 percent require the signing of a contract or a letter of 
intent. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The findings of this study provide the basis from which the 
the folloi'Zing conclusions are drawn; 

1. Personnel directors and the panel of experts generally 
agreed as to the importance placed upon the items of information and 
procedures used in the evaluation of prospective teachers* 

2» There is a hierarchy of informational and procedural 
items that may be utilized in the selection. Some items are considered 
to be very important to essential, some important to very important, 
while others are considered to be of little importance to important 
or of little or of no importance in the selection of teachers* 

3* Certain categories of informational items are considered 
more important than others in the evaluation of prospective teachers* 

4* There appears to be a difference in the importance of 
informational items within the various informational categories* 
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Some categories of procedural items are considorecl of 
greater importance in the process of teacher selection than are other 
procedural categories. 

6. Procedural items within categories have varying degrees 
of importance placed upon them, with some procedural items in each 
category being considered more important than others. 

7. It appears that twenty-five percent of the public school 
systems of Louisiana are in violation of Revised Statutes 17:413 of 
the Louisiana Constitution in not requiring the signing of contracts 
in the employment of teachers* 

RECCMIENIATIONS 

The following recommendations are made relative to the 
findings and conclusions of this study: 

1. School boards should develop specific policies regarding 
teacher selection so that a definite procedure is followed. 

2. School personnel directors should rely heavily upon the 
nineteen informational items which the personnel directors and the 
panel of experts ranked as very important to essential in the 
evaluation of prospective teachers. 

3. School personnel directors should place some importance 
upon the twenty-seven informational items which the personnel directors 
and the panel of experts ranked as important to very important in the 
evaluation of teachers for job positions. 

4. School personnel directors should place lesser importance 
upon the informational items ranked by personnel directors and the 
panel of experts as of little importance to important and should have 
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specific reasons to justify the use of informational items ranked as 
of little or no importance in the evaluation of prospective teachers 
to avoid potential unproductive efforts. 

5. School personnel directors should rely heavily upon the 
twelve procedural items ranked by personnel directors and the panel 
of experts as very important to essential in the process of teacher 
selection, 

6. School personnel directors should place some importance 
upon the nine procedural items ranked by the personnel directors 

and the panel of experts as important to very important in the process 
of teacher selection. 

7. School personnel directors should place lesser importance 
upon procedural items ranked by personnel directors and the panel of 
experts to be of little importance to important in the process of 
teacher selection and personnel directors usually have specific 
reasons to justify use of those procedures ranked as of little or of 
no importance to avoid potential unproductive efforts. 

8. School boards should review their selection program, and, 
if necessary, revise or update evaluation processes of teacher 
candidates in order to avoid direct confrontation with the courts* 

9. Additional investigation would be helpful in further 
establishing the importance placed upon information and procedural 
items, and in determining the characteristics of a competent teacher. 

10. School boards should use the ideas and data presented in 
this study as a guide in evaluating their present programs. By 
adapting these data to local situations, boards should be .ible to make 
more objective decisions regarding teacher selection. 
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11. Finally, it is recommended that investigations be conducted 
to determine the relationships between selection practices and the 
education of professional personnel. 
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APPENDIX I 



LETTER ACCOMPANYING THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO 'i'tiE 
PANEL OF EXPERTS 



Dear 



Having been recoiranended as an authority in the field of school 
administration, your help is requested in a survey analyzing the 
teacher selection process used by the public school systems of 
Louisiana. It will be greatly appreciated if you will help to 
validate the enclosed questionnaire by responding to each item. 

The questionnaire will be used in a survey of a sampling of the 
Louisiana public schools and has been designed as part of a doctoral 
study at Louisiana State University. Directors of Personnel in the 
public school systems will be asked to rate each informational and 
procedural item as essential, very important, important, of little 
importance, and of no importance in the selection of teachers. 

Responses of the directors of personnel will be studied in 
relation to your responses and those of other authorities in the 
field of school personnel administration. 

Enclosed is an envelope for your convenience in returning the 
questionnaire. Your cooperation will be appreciated. 



Sincerely, 



Everett G. Doerge 

Doctoral Student 

Louisiana State University 



Robert E. May 
Professor of Education 
Louisiana State University 
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APPENDIX II 



LETTER SENT TO THE PUBLIC SCHOOL 
PERSONNEL DIRECTORS 



Dear 

Because of your expertise in teacher selection, you can render 
important service to the profession by completing the enclosed 
questionnaire, which is to be used in a study of the informational 
and procedural items utilized in teacher selection in the public 
school systems of Louisiana. 

Tlie questionnaire has been designed as part of a doctoral study 
at Louisiana State University and the personnel director's response 
to each item will be analyzed with the responses of others to determine 
the item's importance in the selection of teachers. 

Whether or not the title is used, please consider the personnel 
director as the person in the school system who has the responsibility 
to gather information and make recommendations concerning the selection 
of prospective teachers. 

An envelope is enclosed for your convenience in returning the 
questionnaire and other materials. Your cooperation will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Everett G. Doerge 
Doctoral Student 
Louisiana State University 



Robert E. May 
Professor of Education 
Louisiana State University 



Recommended by: 



James D. Prescott 

Executive Secretary 

Louisiana School Boards Association 

EGD/sah 
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APPENDIX III 



College of Education 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 



Questionnaire for a Survey 
of 

Teacher Selection Practices 
for 

Louisiana Public Schools 



Please return to : 

Everett G. Doerge 
4066 Goodrich, Apt. 1 
Baton Rouge, LA 70808 
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PART 1 

In your opinion how important are the following items to the 
ova luntion of applicants for teaching positions? Please check in 
the appropriate column the degree of importance you feel that 
personnel directors should place on each item in the selection of 
teachers. In rating use the following guide: 

Essential — information that is absolutely essential to the selection 
of teachers. 

Very Important- -informar.ion is not absolutely essential but should 

be provided if applicable and available. 
Important - -information is of some importance but would not insist 

that it be supplied if not readily available. 
Of Little Importance — information should be provided only if 

convenient to the applicant. 
Of No Importance — information has no bearing on the selection of 

teachers. 



Informational Items 


Essential ^ 


Very ^ 
Important 


Important ^ 


Of Little ^ 
Importance 


Of No ^ 
Importance 


Categories: 

1. Family background 

2. Personal criteria 

3. Academic criteria — general and 

professional 

4. Results of examinations 

5. Experience related to teaching 

6. Experience unrelated to teaching 

7. Job requirements 

8. Professional opinions 












Family Background: 
9. National origin 

10. Size of family 

11. Father's occupation 

12. Socio-economic status 

13. Marital status of parents 

14. Home ownership — type and location 

15. Family reputation--citizenship and 

morality 












Personal Criteria: 

16. Age 

17. Health 

18. Cultural background 

19. Marital status 

20. Sex 
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Informational Items 
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Personal Criteria: 

21. Broad & diverse geographic background 

22. Personality 

23. Cooperative attitude 

24. Religious affiliation 

25. Church participation 

26. Photograph of the candidate 

27. Cretid record 

28. Neatness, dress and grooming 

29. Fraternity membership 

30. Voice and speech 

31. Professional writings 

32. Membership in professional 

organizations 

33. Interest in teaching specific subjects 

34. Attitude toward minority groups 

35. Expressed educational philosophy 

Academic Criteria: 

36. Number of subject matter courses taken 

37. Grades in subject matter courses 

38. Number of professional education 

courses taken 

39. Grades in professional education 

courses 

40. Number and type of courses in major 

field 

41. Grades in major field courses 

42. Number and type of courses in minor 

field 

43. Grades in minor field courses 

44. Number of graduate credits or degrees 

45. Student teaching grade 

46. Special abilities 

Examination Results: 

47. National Teachers Examination 

48. Graduate Records Examination 

49. Mental ability (intelligence) test 

50. Paper and pencil test 

51. Social studies, literature and fine 

arts tests 
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Informational Items 
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Examination Results: 

52* Science and mathematics tests 

53. Personality test 

54. Aptitude test 

Experience Related to Teaching: 

55. Subject/s taught in student teaching 

56. Years of teaching experience 

57. Teaching minority groups 

58. Teaching majority groups 

59. Experience in special subjects 

Experience Unrelated to Teaching: 

60. Work experience other than teaching 

61. Experience with minority groups 

62. Experience with majority groups 

63. Experience in special areas 

Job Requirements 

64. Job specifications 

65. Job description 

66. Personnel needs of the department 

Professional Opinions of: 

67. Supervisor of student teaching 

68. School board members 

69. Supervisors in the school system 

70. The principal involved 

71. The faculty 
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PART 2 



I 



IMr.-ifii- iltfi-k In ihr appri>prl:ito column the ilcgree of importance 
thai piTsonnol illvcctors shouhl place on each selection procedure 
listed below. Unv the same guide as you used for rating the importance 
of items of infontiation. 



Informational Items 
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Obtaining a List of Candidates: 

!• Acquaintances of the superintendent 
2m Through professional acquaintances 

3, Professional placement bureaus 

4. Commercial placement bureaus 

5, Through solicited applications 

6. Through unsolicited applications 
?• Through other school systems 

8. Recommendations by lay personnel 

9. Throu^ state teacher associations 

Collection of Information: 

10, Application forms 

11, Written reports 

12, Transcripts 
13 • References 

14* Certification records 

15, Interviews 

16* Classroom observations 

17. Written examinations 

18. Oral examinations 

19. Evaluation by former employer 

20. Physical examination 

Selection of Teachers: 

21. Determination of job position 

requirements by job description 

22. Determination of job position 

requirements by job specifications 

23. Recruitment of applicants based upon 

a planned program 

24. Personnel strengths needed for the 

department 

25. Faculty participation in standards 

to be met 

26. Principal involved in the selection 

and evaluation 

27. Supervisors involved in the selection 

and evaluation 

28. Board members help in the evaluation 

of applicants » 
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PART 3 

Please check the terminal procedure or procedures used for 
the appointment of teachers in your school system. 

(Check one of the group below) 

A. The school board or a committee of the board appoints 

teachers without official participation of the 
superintendent. 

B. The superintendent takes initial step by nominating the 
candidate who is then approved or disapproved by the 
school board. 

C. The superintendent nominates several candidates, a committee 

of the board approves the nomination and then the board as a 
whole appoints the candidate. 

D. The superintendent nominates the candidate, the committee 

of the board appoints with the approval of the board. 
E. Others (Please specify) — 



(Check one in the group below) 

A. The propsective teacher selected is required to sign a 
contract. 

B. The prospective teacher selected is not required to sign a 
contract. 



(Check one in the group below) 

A. The system uses a set of objective criteria recommended by 
the Louisiana Teachers Association in the selection of 
teachers. 

B. The system uses a set of objective criteria other than that 
recommended by the Louisiana Teachers Association. 

C. The system does not use a set of objective criteria in the 
selection of teachers. 



It would be helpful to receive copies of recently prepared 
rules and regulations, reports, and blank forms relating to the 
personnel procedures referred to in this questionnaire. Specifically, 
please send the following items, if prepared or revised during the 
past three years: 

A. Application forms 

B. Reference blanks 

C. Forms used in recording results of personal interviews 
or oral examinations 

D. Blank form for reporting on physical examination 

E. Forms used in establishing eligibility lists 
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F. Contract forms 

C. Notices of appointment 

lU Pomiancnt personnel record form 

I. Outline oT objective criteria if diTfercnt irom lluU 
recommended bv the LTA 
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Louisiana State University 

AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGt 
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BATON ROUGE • 



LOUISIANA 



70803 



DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



April 21, 1972 



APPENDIX IV 



The many demands of your office have undoubtedly kept you from 
completing The Questionnaire for a Survey of Teacher Selection 
Practices for Louisiana Public Schools, which we sent to you 
some time ago. 

Your response to the above questionnaire is important to you 
and the public school system of Louisiana because it will 
provide supportive data for school systems developing or 
revising teacher selection programs or will validate the criteria 
presently utilized. 

Your assistance in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 




Everett G. Doerge 
Doctoral Student 
Louisiana State University 




Robert E. May ^ 
Professor of Education 
Louisiana State University 
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